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#2A-12/6/88 
STATE OF NEW YORK 
) PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
LOCAL 32 INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
FIRE FIGHTERS, UTICA PROFESSIONAL FIRE 
FIGHTERS ASSOCIATION, 
Charging Party, 
-and- CASE NO. U-9782 
CITY OF UTICA, 
Respondent. 
DeSOYE & REICH, ESQS. (FREDERICK K. REICH, ESQ., of 
Counsel), for Charging Party 
ALBERTA. ALTERI, ESQ. (ARMOND J. FESTINE, ESQ., of 
Counsel), for Respondent 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
The City of Utica (City) has filed exceptions to a 
decision of the Assistant Director of Public Employment 
Practices and Representation (Assistant Director), which 
sustained a charge filed by Local 32 International 
Association of Fire Fighters, Utica Professional Fire 
Fighters Association (Local 32) alleging that the City 
violated §§209-a.l(a) and (c) of the Public Employees' Fair 
Employment Act (Act) by transferring Ernest Durse, a unit 
employee and Local 32 officer, from his position as a line 
fire fighter to the position of switchboard operator. The 
Assistant Director found that Local 32 met its burden of 
establishing a prima facie claim of discrimination when it 
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established that, following the filing of a contract 
grievance concerning the allegedly improper denial of three 
vacation days to Durse, Durse was transferred, at first 
temporarily and then permanently, to switchboard operator 
duties from his previous line fire fighter duties. Although 
the contract grievance constituting the activity protected by 
the Act was filed on or about January 1, 1987, and the 
notification of the first assignment of Durse to switchboard 
operator duties did not take place until July 6, 1987, the 
Assistant Director made a credibility determination that a 
statement, infra, was made to Durse by the Assistant Fire 
Chief, in the presence of the Fire Chief, which establishes a 
nexus between Durse's grievance and his assignment to 
switchboard duty, which was felt by the employees to be less 
desirable than fire fighting duty. In particular, the 
Assistant Director found that the following took place on or 
about July 6, 1987. As a result of an on-the-job injury, 
incurred on May 17, 1987, Durse produced a medical note from 
his physician, indicating that he should not report for duty 
until three weeks after July 6. Durse submitted the note to 
Fire Chief Manfredo, who thereupon informed him that he would 
be assigned, upon his return to work, to the switchboard. 
Durse then asked: "Why do you want to do this to me?11, to 
which Manfredo responded: "Either you're accident prone or 
you're not properly trained." Durse disputed the response 
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and again asked why he was being transferred, at which time 
Meyers, Assistant Fire Chief, who was also a party to the 
discussion, stated: "Well, you don't want to play ball with 
us, why should we play ball with you?" When Durse asked what 
Meyers meant, Meyers responded: "When we owed you time for a 
lost vacation, you made us pay you back when you wanted the 
time." 
The Assistant Director concluded from the foregoing 
factual findings that Local 32 had met its burden of 
establishing a prima facie case and that the burden of 
persuasion thereupon shifted to the City to establish 
legitimate business reasons for Durse's transfer to 
switchboard operator duty. The Assistant Director found that 
the City failed to meet its burden of establishing such 
legitimate reasons, finding that no credible explanation was 
established for the selection of Durse for this duty, as 
opposed to the selection of other employees. He accordingly 
found that the City violated §§209-a.l(a) and (c) of the Act 
when it transferred Durse to switchboard operator duty in 
retaliation for his exercise of his protected right to file 
and pursue a contract grievance.-3=/ 
In its exceptions and brief in support thereof, the City 
asserts that it had a legitimate business reason for 
•i/Act, §203; Brookhaven-Comsewoque UFSDf 19 PERB ^ [3075 
(1986). 
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assigning Durse to switchboard operator duties because it had 
to fill two vacancies in that position, but that only one was 
bid upon by a bargaining unit member, and that this 
necessitated the selection by the City of a second appointee. 
The City does not point to any evidence, however, concerning 
why Durse, in particular, was selected to fill the 
switchboard operator vacancy, instead of another bargaining 
unit employee. 
The City also asserts that the Assistant Director 
improperly failed to consider the evidence of three 
accidental injuries incurred by Durse over a period of five 
years as sufficient to label him "accident prone and 
undesirable for general fire fighting duties." The City 
asserts that an additional absence of three months 
experienced by Durse in 1986, which was not accident related, 
should have been taken into consideration by the Assistant 
Director in determining whether Durse is accident prone and 
undesirable for fire fighting duties. The Assistant Director 
found, and we agree, that these facts, in and of themselves 
and even including Durse's non-job related sick leave 
absence, do not establish that Durse is accident prone, or 
that he is otherwise undesirable for fire fighting duties, 
This is particularly so in the absence of any comparative 
evidence of the accident and absence history of other fire 
fighters in the unit, or any evidence that the City examined 
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or considered the accident and absence history of other fire 
fighters before selecting Durse for the assignment. Finally, 
the City asserts that the Assistant Director incorrectly 
assumed that, in the absence of bids on switchboard operator 
assignments, the City had a duty to assign the work on the 
basis of inverse order of seniority. However, we construe 
the Assistant Director's statement that *'[a]t the time of the 
transfer, other fire fighters with known switchboard 
experience and junior in service to Durse were available" as 
merely pointing out some facts which might, if the converse 
were true, have formed the basis for establishing a 
legitimate business reason for the City's selection of Durse. 
In any event, it is not necessary to reach the question of 
whether inverse seniority has been used in the past by the 
City as a means of selecting bargaining unit members for 
switchboard assignment, since the Assistant Director found, 
and we agree, that affirmative evidence was produced by 
Local 32 that Durse was selected because of his failure to 
"play ball" in connection with his contract grievance. 
We have carefully considered the remaining exceptions of 
the City to the Assistant Director's decision and find them 
to be without merit. Accordingly, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that 
the decision of the Assistant Director be, and it hereby is, 
affirmed, and IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the City: 
Board - U-9782 
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1. Rescind its August 1, 1987 and March 1, 1988 
"Communications" transferring fire fighter Durse, 
respectively, temporarily and permanently, to the 
switchboard; 
2. Cease and desist from interfering with, 
restraining, coercing or discriminating against 
employees' exercise of rights protected by the Act; 
3. Sign and post notice in the form attached at all 
locations normally used to communicate information 
to unit employees. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
11817 
APPENDIX 
NOTICE TO AL1 EMPLOYEES 
PURSUANT TO 
THE DECISION AND ORDER OF THE 
NEW YORK STATE 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
and In order to effectuate the policies of the 
NEW YORK STATE 
PUBLIC EMPLOYEES' FAIR EMPLOYMENT ACT 
all employees in the unit represented by Local 32 
International Association of Fire Fighters, Utica Professional Fire 
Fighters Association that the City of Utica: 
1. Will rescind its August 1, 1987 and 
March 1, 1988 "Communications" transferring fire 
fighter Durse, respectively, temporarily and 
permanently, to the switchboard, and 
2. Will not interfere with, restrain, 
coerce or discriminate against employees' 
exercise of rights protected by the Act. 
.CITY. QF. UTICA. 
Dated. (Representative) (Title) 
This Notice must remain posted for 30 consecutive days from the date of posting, and must not be altered, 
defaced, or covered by any other material. "% "t Q i Q 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
LOCAL 1931, BRIDGE AND TUNNEL MAINTAINERS, 
DISTRICT COUNCIL 37, AFSCME, AFL-CIO, 
Charging Party, 
-and- CASE NO. U-9562 
TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE AND TUNNEL AUTHORITY 
and METROPOLITAN TRANSIT AUTHORITY, 
Respondents. 
ROBERT PEREZ-WILSON, GENERAL COUNSEL (CLAUDE I. HERSH, 
ESQ., of Counsel), for Charging Party 
') RICHARD K. BERNARD, ESQ., for Respondents 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
By decision dated June 17, 1988, the assigned 
Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) dismissed an improper practice 
charge filed by Local 1931, Bridge and Tunnel Maintainers, 
District Council 37, AFSCME, AFL-CIO (DC-37), which alleged 
that the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA) and 
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) violated 
§2 09-a.l(d) of the Public Employees1 Fair Employment Act 
(Act) when it unilaterally implemented a work rule requiring 
unit employees to punch their time cards no more than five 
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minutes before the beginning of their shift and no more than 
five minutes after the end of their shift. 
On the basis of a stipulated record, the ALJ found that 
although prior to April 2, 1987, unit members were permitted 
to punch their time cards for an unrestricted period of time 
prior to and following the end of their shifts, after April 2, 
the TBTA and MTA unilaterally imposed a requirement that 
employees not punch the time clocks more than five minutes 
before or five minutes after the beginning or end of their 
shifts. The TBTA's and MTA's stated reason for the change 
was to avoid timekeeping inaccuracies in determining overtime 
compensation under the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) which 
had recently become applicable to public employees. 
There is no record evidence that employees' shifts or 
overtime opportunities were changed, or that the manner of 
recording their working hours was changed by virtue of the 
rule which took effect on April 2, 1987. Although reference 
is made by DC-37 to an alleged change in the purpose for 
which time cards have been used since April 2, there is no 
record evidence on this point, and it accordingly may not be 
considered. 1/ The ALJ found, and we agree, that the record 
does not establish any change in the degree of employee 
participation in record keeping, nor does the change 
i/see Marcellus CSD, 21 PERB J[3035, at 3074 (1988). 
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establish any other change in terms and conditions of 
employment. -2/ 
WE ACCORDINGLY ORDER that the charge must be, and it 
hereby is, dismissed in its entirety. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
^ell> ,^ 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member 
/^Newburcrh Enlarged CSD. 20 PERB 5[3053 (1987), and the 
cases cited at note 2. 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
LOCAL 1251, DISTRICT COUNCIL 37, 
AFSCME, AFL-CIO, 
Charging Party, 
-and- CASE NO. U-10256 
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE CITY SCHOOL 
DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, 
Respondent. 
ROBERT PEREZ-WILSON, General Counsel (EDITH DIAZ, ESQ., 
of Counsel), for Charging Party 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
Local 1251, District Council 37, AFSCME, AFL-CIO (DC-37) 
excepts to the dismissal by the Director of Public Employment 
Practices and Representation (Director), as deficient, of its 
improper practice charge against the Board of Education of 
the City School District of the City of New York (District). 
The charge alleges that the District violated §209-a.l(d) of 
the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act (Act) by 
unilaterally changing the work location of and/or imposing a 
travel requirement upon certain unit employees. In 
particular, DC-37 alleges that eight Office Associates 
previously assigned to the District's Business and 
Administration office at 65 Court Street, Brooklyn, New York, 
or to the Superintendent's office at Queens High School, were 
11822 
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directed, in January 1988, to travel to various work 
locations throughout the District on a daily rotational 
basis. Initially, according to the charge, employees were 
permitted to continue to report to their regular work 
locations at the beginning of the day, before proceeding to 
their assigned location for the day, but, commencing in June 
1988, employees were directed to report directly from their 
homes to their assigned daily work locations. 
To the extent that the charge alleges the unilateral 
imposition of a travel requirement upon stationary office 
employees, a requirement which is not inherent in their job 
description and duties (see Waverly CSD, 10 PERB 53103 
(1977)), it is untimely, regardless of whatever merit it may 
have. 1/ 
The charge also makes reference to the District's 
initial provision, and subsequent withdrawal, of 
transportation for Office Associates from their regular work 
locations to their assigned locations on a daily basis. 
However, DC-37 does not allege, nor does it appear from the 
context in which the claim is presented in the charge, that 
either the provision or the withdrawal of transportation took 
place within four months of the filing of the charge on or 
•i/see §204.1(a)(1) of PERB's Rules of Procedure, which 
requires that improper practice charges be filed within four 
months of the act or omission complained of. 
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about July 1, 1988. This aspect of the charge is also, 
accordingly, deemed untimely and will not be considered. 
The only aspect of the charge which appears on its face 
to be timely relates to the allegation that, commencing in 
June 1988, employees were directed to report to their 
assigned daily work locations rather than to their previous 
stationary work locations at the beginning of each day. 
However, the charge makes no allegation that any terms and 
conditions of employment were affected by the District's 
directive. Compare State of New York (Auburn Correctional 
Facility). 2 0 PERB f3003 (1987), in which the charging party 
alleged and established a loss of specific economic benefits, 
including overtime compensation and transportation, by virtue 
of a change in work and/or reporting location. The charge, 
accordingly, was properly dismissed by the Director. 
DC-37 asserts in its exceptions that the District has 
threatened disciplinary action against employees who failed 
to comply with the at-issue directives, and that the District 
has thus imposed new grounds for disciplinary action, a 
matter which constitutes a mandatory subject of bargaining. 
We disagree. The District's threat of disciplinary action in 
•^Although the charge contains some allegations that 
terms and conditions of employment were affected by the 
District's actions, these allegations relate specifically to 
the imposition of a travel requirement (which is not properly 
before us), and do not relate to the alleged change in work 
or reporting location. 
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this context is merely notice that failure to comply with the 
District's directives might constitute a ground for 
disciplinary charges for insubordination, a ground which is 
certainly not new. This exception is accordingly denied. 
A final exception raised by DC-37 asserts that the 
Director erred in determining that its charge is deficient 
"because it alleges nothing more than a unilateral change in 
work location." While our disposition of the charge makes it 
unnecessary to decide whether it should be characterized as 
merely alleging a "work location change", it should be noted 
that the Director's designee characterized the charge as a 
"work location change" with the specific written approval of 
DC-37. The Director was entitled to rely upon such approval 
in issuing his determination, and the agreed-upon framing of 
the issue before the Director should not be disturbed absent 
extraordinary circumstances, which are not here present. 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the charge be, and it 
hereby is, dismissed in its entirety. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
/Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member/ 
1182! 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
EDGEMONT SCHOOL DISTRICT CLERICAL UNIT, 
WESTCHESTER COUNTY LOCAL 860, 
CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION, INC., 
LOCAL 1000, AFSCME, AFL-CIO, 
Charging Party, 
-and- CASE NO. U-10081 
EDGEMONT UNION FREE SCHOOL DISTRICT AT 
GREENBURGH 
Respondent. 
MARILYN DYMOND, ESQ., for Charging Party 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
The issue presented in this case is whether or not a charge 
that the Edgemont Union Free School District at Greenburgh 
(District) violated §209-a.l(d) of the Civil Service Law by 
unilaterally eliminating an Account Clerk position and 
distributing its additional work among the remaining two unit 
employees is facially deficient. The Edgemont School District 
Clerical Unit, Westchester County Local 860, Civil Service 
Employees Association, Inc., Local 1000, AFSCME, AFL-CIO (CSEA), 
the bargaining agent for the affected unit, alleges that such a 
decision constitutes a mandatory subject of bargaining in that 
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the respondent's decision to eliminate the position did not 
include a commensurate reduction in the services to be provided 
by the District. The Director of Public Employment Practices and 
Representation (Director) dismissed the charge as deficient, 
finding that the decision to eliminate a position is a management 
prerogative and that an increase in work load of the remaining 
employees which neither lengthens the workday nor eliminates free 
time will not constitute a mandatory subject of bargaining. CSEA 
then filed exceptions to the Director's decision. 
In its exceptions, CSEA argues that the basis upon which the 
Director made his decision does not apply to the particular 
circumstances of the present case. In addition, CSEA argues that 
certain case law upon which the Director relied is inapposite. 
As authority for its position, CSEA cites the following language 
from this Board's decision in City School District of the City of 
New Rochelle, 4 PERB fl3060, at p. 3706 (1971): 
[T]he decision to curtail services and eliminate jobs 
is not a mandatory subject of negotiations . . . . Of 
necessity, the public employer . . . must determine the 
manner and means by which such services are to be 
rendered and the extent thereof . . . . Decisions of a 
public employer with respect to the carrying out of its 
mission, such as a decision to eliminate or curtail a 
service, are matters that a public employer should not 
be compelled to negotiate with its employees. 
CSEA argues that New Rochelle does not necessarily establish 
that in the absence of any curtailment of service, the 
•3^ /city School District of the City of New Rochelle, 4 PERB 53 060 
(1971); State of New York (Workers' Compensation Board), 14 PERB 
?[4534 (1981) . 
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elimination of a position is not a mandatory subject of 
bargaining. However, the Board recently held, in New Rochelle 
Housing Authority, 21 PERB ^3054 (October 12, 1988), that an 
employer's "decision to reduce its work force by laying off 
employees, even when no curtailment of service takes place, is 
not itself a mandatory subject of bargaining." This aspect of 
CSEA's exceptions is accordingly denied. 
CSEA also alleges that the increase in bargaining unit work 
load occasioned by the layoff of one of the unit employees 
without curtailment of service is a term and condition of 
employment requiring bargaining as to the remaining employees. 
In New Rochelle Housing Authority, supra, we considered the 
possibility that an increase in work load could, under certain 
circumstances, constitute a mandatory subject of bargaining. In 
that case, in which three employees were terminated and their 
work was distributed among the remaining unit employees, the 
union alleged that the employer's unilateral action had violated 
its duty to bargain by increasing the work load of unit 
employees. However, the charge in that case, as in this one, 
failed to define the term "work load". Work load may be defined 
as the total amount of work, with no reference to the timeframe 
within which it must be completed, or it may be defined as the 
amount of work required in a specific amount of time. If it is 
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defined as the latter, then an increase in workload may affect 
terms and conditions of employment, New Rochelle Housing 
Authority, Slip Opinion at p. 5. As in New Rochelle Housing 
Authority, supra, we cannot here determine from the face of the 
charge the meaning of the term used by CSEA, and accordingly we 
are unable to ascertain whether the charge factually claims that 
the alleged increase in total unit work load has had an effect 
upon terms and conditions of employment. If it can be 
established that the remaining employees are required to complete 
a significantly greater amount of work in the span of the 
workday, a change in the terms and conditions of their employment 
may have occurred. If, however, "the additional work [is] 
distributed over a longer timeframe, with no change in the amount 
or scope of work required on a day-to-day basis", there may not 
be a change in the terms and conditions of employment.-2-/ 
It is, then, the conclusion of this Board that the existence 
of a prima facie claim concerning the work load issue cannot, 
without clarification, be adequately determined. Therefore, we 
deem it appropriate to remand the matter to the Director for 
further proceedings, including further clarification of the 
charge, submission of an answer and, if necessary, a hearing to 
^New Rochelle Housing Authority, supra. 
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determine whether the District's actions primarily affected terms 
and conditions of employment. 
3/ 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
'fiarold R. Newman, Chairman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member 
3/see Northport UFSD, 9 PERB 5[3003 (1976) . 
11830 
//2E-12/6/88 
STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
UNIONDALE UNION FREE SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Employer, 
-and- CASE NO. .C-3005 
UNIONDALE SUPERVISORS ASSOCIATION, 
Petitioner, 
-and-
UNIONDALE TEACHERS ASSOCIATION, 
Intervenor. 
RAINS & POGREBIN, P.C. (TERENCE M. O'NEIL, ESQ., 
and SHERYL TEITEL WINKLER, ESQ., of Counsel) for 
Employer 
JOSEPH M. McPARTLIN, Field Representative, NYSUT, 
for Petitioner 
LOUIS N. ORFAN, ESQ., for Intervenor 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
In our prior decision in this proceeding (2 0 PERB 5[3027 
(1987)), we dismissed the petition of the Uniondale 
Supervisors Association (USA), which sought its own 
certification and the decertification of the Uniondale 
Teachers Association (UTA) as the bargaining agent for 17 
department chairpersons employed by the Uniondale Union Free 
School District (District). The department chairpersons are 
presently included in a bargaining unit of all certified 
11831 
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personnel in the District, numbering approximately 400. The 
District supported the petition, while the UTA opposed it. 
The Appellate Division, Second Department, subsequently 
annulled our determination, on the law, and remitted the' 
matter to us for a new determination in accordance with its 
decision. 1/ The sole basis for the reversal was the Court's 
opinion that we reached the opposite conclusion on 
essentially the same facts from that arrived at in two of our 
previous decisions in Matter of East Greenbush CSD, 
17 PERB 53083 (1984), and Hyde Park CSD, 16 PERB f3083 
(1983), without explanation for the apparently inconsistent 
determination. 
In accordance with the Court's direction, we have 
reexamined the record in this proceeding in light of our 
previous decisions. We now conclude, as we did implicitly in 
our prior decision, that the facts presented in this case are 
distinguishable from those in the East Greenbush and Hyde 
Park cases in important respects and warrant dismissal of 
USA's petition. In doing so, we adopt the same findings of 
fact that we made in our prior decision. 
•3=/Uniondale Union Free School District v. Newmanf 
140 A.D.2d 612, 21 PERB 5[7012 (2d Dep't 1988). 
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DISCUSSION 
Unlike the per se exclusion for supervisory personnel 
under the National Labor Relations Act, the Taylor Law does 
not require that supervisors be excluded from bargaining 
units which include rank-and-file employees. In the absence 
of any statutory prohibition, this Board has consistently 
refused to apply an inflexible rule of supervisory exclusion. 
Rather, we have sought to apply the "community of interest" 
and "administrative convenience" standards set forth in 
§207.1(a) and (c) of the Act to the facts of each case. When 
presented with the initial unit determination - where there 
is no prior history of collective bargaining - we have 
excluded supervisors from a unit with rank-and-file employees 
when there is a showing of significant supervisory 
responsibilities.-2/ We have made an a priori assumption that 
the conflict of interest between rank-and-file employees and 
such supervisors predominates over any community of interest 
they might share. We have also generally established 
separate units when a party in interest, reflecting such 
potential conflict, objects to a combined unit. 
In considering whether such supervisory personnel should 
be removed from long-standing units, however, we have been 
called upon to accommodate a policy which is in conflict with 
•^ /See, e.g. , New York Division of State Police, 
1 PERB 5399.32 (1968); Johnson City CSDf 1 PERB f399.55 
(1968). 
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the policies governing the creation of initial units. In 
such a circumstance, as in this case, we have followed a 
policy of retaining long-standing negotiating units when the 
community of interest between rank-and-file employees and 
their supervisors is established by the absence of evidence 
of an actual conflict of interest among them. In short, the 
initial a priori assumption in favor of separation should be 
overcome by a collective bargaining history that reflects a 
predominant community of interest. 
In Board of Education of the City School District of the 
City of Buffalo. 14 PERB }[3051 (1981) , we reconciled these 
two conflicting policies by declining to carve out of an 
existing 13-year old unit of 400 blue-collar workers a 
separate unit of 50 cook managers. We held that where there 
is no complaint by the employer that the unit causes any 
administrative difficulties and where there is no evidence 
that a conflict of interest predominates over a community of 
interest between such employees, a long-standing bargaining 
unit should not be disturbed. 
In Village of Scarsdale. 15 PERB J3125 (1982), we 
considered the weight to be given to an employer's desire to 
remove its supervisors from a combined unit on the basis of 
its "administrative convenience". The employer sought the 
removal of 6 fire captains from a 26-year old unit with 37 
fire fighters who had joint firefighting duties. We rejected 
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the employer's petition because it failed to produce any 
evidence of "a subversion of effective supervision". 
Subsequently, we acknowledged in County of Ulster, 
16 PERB ^3 069 (1983), that our prior decisions had imposed 
"an onerous burden of proof on an employer-petitioner" 
seeking removal of supervisory personnel from a long-standing 
unit containing rank-and-file employees. We further 
recognized that it is particularly difficult for an employer 
to produce specific evidence of ineffective supervision, 
although a "challenging employee organization can expect the 
cooperation and testimony of those supporting its petition". 
We recognized that the result of our prior decisions had been 
to "tilt the balance unduly in favor of maintaining existing 
joint units of supervisors and rank-and-file employees, 
regardless of the level of supervision, the nature and size 
of the unit and the nature of the service performed by the 
employees involved". Considering such factors, we granted 
the employer's petition to remove 33 job titles with high-
level supervisory functions from a county-wide unit of 1,500 
employees. 
The issue presented in these cases often apears to be 
the same, but whether it is can only be resolved on the basis 
of the particular facts of each case. We have indicated 
that, in resolving whether or not supervisory employees 
should be removed from a long-standing unit of rank-and-file 
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and supervisory employees, we will consider, if urged, 
several factors. These include: 1) the level of supervisory 
functions of the employees involved;^/ 2) the nature and size 
of the existing and proposed unit; 3) the nature of the 
service performed by the employees involved; 4) any special 
working relationship between them; 5) the employer's 
administrative convenience; 6) evidence of subversion of 
supervisory responsibilities (but not required to be shown by 
an employer-petitioner); 7) evidence of inadequate 
representation of the supervisors' bargaining interests by 
the existing representative; and 8) other evidence of an 
actual conflict of interest among the employees in the unit. 
In our prior decision in this case, we pointed out that 
the USA and the District based their claim for fragmentation 
on three factors: 1) the level of supervisory functions 
performed by the department chairpersons; 2) alleged 
subversion of the supervisors' responsibilities because of 
their placement in the teacher bargaining unit; and 
3) inadequate representation of the department chairpersons 
by the UTA. One or more of these factors were weighed in the 
Hyde Park and East Greenbush cases. Our reasons for 
distinguishing this case from those cases follow. 
-2/when the petitioner seeks to remove supervisors from a 
long-standing unit, this factor will be given substantial 
weight only if the facts demonstrate a high level of 
supervisory responsibility. City of Schenectady, 
19 PERB J[3027 (1986) . 
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In Hyde Park, we granted an employer's petition to 
remove chairpersons from a unit of teachers. The record 
established that the chairpersons exercised such 
responsibility in connection with the hiring of new teachers 
and the evaluation and discipline of existing teachers as "to"" 
indicate a significant supervisory status. That factor, 
however, was not the primary basis for our decision.4/ The 
record in that case supported a finding that despite the 
long-standing formal unit structure, there was no long-
standing practice of the incumbent union representing 
chairpersons with respect to terms and conditions of 
employment that were unique to them; e.g., their stipends and 
release time for their chairperson duties; rather, the 
chairpersons separately discussed these matters with the 
employer outside the framework of the negotiating process. 
These matters were then determined unilaterally by the 
employer. Consequently, we were persuaded that the history 
of negotiations was consistent with representation of the 
chairpersons separate from the teachers. 
There is no basis in this record, however, for 
Vwe reaffirm our findings with regard to the level of 
supervisory responsibilities of the chairpersons in this 
case. We continue to find that their roles with respect to 
evaluations, discipline, grievances, hiring and curriculum, 
separately or in concert, establish them only as mid-level 
supervisors. Nothing in our Hyde Park decision requires us 
to give any substantial weight to this factor in determining 
whether these chairpersons should be granted a separate 
bargaining unit. 
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fragmenting the existing unit on the ground that UTA failed 
to represent the chairpersons adequately. UTA has 
represented the chairpersons' interests at the bargaining 
table. Since 1977, the chairpersons have received two 
increases in their differential, air conditioners and 
additional compensation for traveling between schools. At 
the chairpersons' request, a provision in the 1983-86 
agreement was negotiated, by which chairpersons are to be 
considered in hiring, scheduling and curriculum. Numerous 
negotiating sessions have been devoted almost entirely to 
chairpersons* proposals. At least since 1974, a chairperson 
representative has been on the UTA negotiating committee. 
Historically, the chairpersons have exerted considerable 
influence in negotiations and other UTA activities. The 
chairpersons were represented on the UTA's executive board 
both through their building representative and through their 
own chairpersons' representative; no other group had such 
double representation. 
It is our view, therefore, that this case simply does 
not present such facts as were found in Hyde Park. In that 
case, we found that the incumbent union had failed over many 
years to represent the chairpersons concerning important 
terms and conditions of employment. No such finding can be 
made in this case; indeed, the opposite is true. 
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Because of the chairpersons' considerable influence, the 
UTA amended its constitution during the 1982-83 school year 
to make their influence more commensurate with their numbers 
in the bargaining unit. The chairpersons1 representative on 
the UTA's executive board became a nonvoting member. They 
continued, however, to be represented on the negotiating 
committee. The record shows that this change led to 
conflict. The USA and the District have urged us to find 
that the conflict constitutes a sufficient basis for removing 
the chairpersons from the unit. We decline to do so. 
When the chairpersons attempted to reinstate a voting 
member to the executive board through a constitutional 
amendment, the general membership defeated the proposed 
amendment. Subsequently, in February, 1985, some of the 
chairpersons began discussing withdrawing from the UTA. The 
following Fall, most, but not all, of the chairpersons 
organized the USA and discontinued their dues checkoff to the 
UTA. Among them was their executive board representative, 
Gershow. UTA then determined that the chairpersons who had 
taken such action could no longer be considered members in 
good standing of the UTA. UTA rescinded an invitation to 
Gershow, who had become a USA officer, to a pre-negotiating 
dinner with the District and did not include him in 
negotiation planning. UTA held an election to replace him on 
the executive board and did not permit those chairpersons who 
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were USA members to vote in that election. Notwithstanding 
these acts, the chairpersons continued to have representation 
on the UTA's executive board and negotiating committee. The 
USA and the District urge that these events evidence the 
hostility of the UTA toward the chairpersons. These 
incidents reflect, in our judgment, reasonable conduct by UTA 
in response to the efforts of the chairpersons to form their 
own organization. These incidents do not establish any 
intent on the part of UTA to afford chairpersons, as a group, 
less opportunity to participate in UTA's internal affairs; 
nor do these incidents evidence improper motivation by UTA. 
Most importantly, there is no evidence that UTA's actions 
have resulted in inadequate or ineffective representation of 
the chairpersons in collective bargaining. 
5/ 
In East Greenbush, the Director refused to grant an 
employer's petition to exclude chairpersons from a unit of 
teachers on the ground of their supervisory responsibilities 
because he found that the former did not have "primary 
responsibility for the development and direction of system-
wide programs". 
6/ 
The Director concluded that the level of 
supervision in the existing unit was not high enough to 
warrant fragmentation of the unit. He did, however, grant 
5/ 
See Albany County and Albany County Sheriff's Department, 
15 PERB }[3008 (1982) . 
£/l7 PERB ?[4038, at p. 4061 (1984). 
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the employer's petition on the ground that the union 
attempted to subvert the supervisors' supervisory 
responsibilities. The evidence in that case showed that the 
union president, on behalf of the union, sought to exert 
pressure on a chairperson in order to change the manner in 
which he exercised supervisory control over his department. 
The union president advised the chairperson that he was 
perceived as a "hatchetman" for the administration and "if 
you play ball too much with the Superintendent, he will hang 
you out to dry. Be careful of him." (at pp. 4061-2) We 
concluded that such conduct by a union president constituted 
"a general warning to all the supervisors to temper their 
exercise of supervisory responsibility over the teachers", 
(at p. 3126) Such conduct warranted our separating 
supervisors from rank-and-file employees. We affirmed the 
Director's decision solely on that basis. 
Upon further review of the instant record, we reaffirm 
our earlier conclusion that the three incidents of alleged 
subversion of supervisory responsibility relied upon by the 
petitioner and the District were not of the level or degree 
found in East Greenbush to warrant the removal of the 
supervisors from the unit. 
Allegra, the assistant superintendent for instruction, 
testified that, in one instance, a chairperson refused to 
become involved in discussions about whether a teacher 
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position should be eliminated and a bargaining unit member 
laid off due to declining student enrollment. Allegra also 
testified about an incident in which a chairperson was 
unwilling to give an unsatisfactory rating to a probationary 
teacher despite the fact that the chairperson's supervisors 
were of the opinion that such a rating was appropriate. The 
weight to be accorded these incidents rests upon the 
persuasiveness of Allegra*s testimony. 
Allegra testified only that it was his "impression" that 
the chairpersons1 failure or unwillingness to act in the 
manner expected by Allegra was attributable to their 
membership in the bargaining unit. There is no evidence of 
any external union influence on the chairpersons * 
deliberations, as in East Greenbush. He acknowledged that 
other facts might have been considered by the chairpersons 
besides their unit membership. His own conclusion that the 
chairpersons acted out of "fear of reprisals" or because of 
their relationship with the unit members was based on 
subjective impressions rather than on any specific 
statements. We reiterate our conclusion that Allegra's 
testimony is not persuasive that these two incidents 
constitute a subversion of supervisory responsibilities 
warranting removal of the chairpersons from the unit. 
In the third incident of alleged subversion, Nelson - a 
department chairperson - testified that after observing a 
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lesson, she gave a teacher an observation report which she 
characterized as "mildly critical". Shortly thereafter, 
Nelson was approached by a UTA building representative, who 
asked if she would remove her critical comments because of 
the teacher's probationary status. Nelson refused to change 
her report. There was no evidence that the UTA 
representative threatened any consequences because of her 
refusal, and nothing more was said or done by UTA regarding 
this incident. 
These three incidents, whether viewed individually or 
collectively, do not rise to the level or degree of 
subversion found in East Greenbush. There, the supervisor 
was openly called upon by the union president to choose 
between the employer and the union and was warned about 
continued exercise of his supervisory responsibility in a 
manner found objectionable by the union. In this case, we 
have no such evidence. Allegra's testimony does not 
establish either a union effort to influence or coerce the 
chairpersons or the chairpersons * motive for acting in a 
manner found objectionable by Allegra. Nelson's testimony 
involves an isolated incident in which the building 
representative asked Nelson whether she would reconsider, and 
Nelson responded negatively. The record contains nothing 
more. There was no threat or warning by the representative, 
nor could either be reasonably inferred from the 
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circumstances, and Nelson felt no compulsion to change her 
original position. 
In our view, these incidents fall factually short of 
evidencing a subversion of the proper exercise of supervisory 
responsibility. 
For the foregoing reasons, we conclude that our 
decisions in Hyde Park and East Greenbush are clearly 
distinguishable on their facts and that, for the reasons set 
forth herein as well as in our prior decision, we determine 
that this record does not warrant the separation of these 
chairpersons from the existing unit. 
NOW, THEREFORE, WE ORDER that the petition herein be, 
and it hereby is, dismissed. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
11844 
#2F-12/6/88 
STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION 
LOCAL 852, AFSCME LOCAL 1000, AFL-CIO, 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO•„- G-3 3 33 
SAYVILLE LIBRARY, 
Employer. 
JOSEPH E. O'DONNELL, ESQ., for Petitioner 
CHARLES GRAVES, ESQ., for Employer 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
By decision dated October 12, 1988, the Director of 
Public Employment Practices and Representation (Director) 
determined that the Civil Service Employees Association, 
Local 852, AFSCME, Local 1000, AFL-CIO (CSEA) had filed a 
timely petition for certification as the exclusive collective 
bargaining representative for a unit of full- and part-time 
professional, clerical and custodial employees of the 
Sayville Library (Library). The Library opposed the 
placement of custodial and part-time employees in the unit 
which CSEA seeks to represent, which includes full-time 
librarians and clerical workers, and also opposed the 
inclusion of an account clerk in the proposed unit, on the 
basis of her "confidential" duties. The Director determined 
that two units were appropriate, one consisting of full-time 
librarians and clerical workers, including the account clerk, 
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and custodial workers (Unit I), and another consisting of 
part-time employees (Unit II). 
The Library excepts only to so much of the Director's 
decision as finds that the account clerk employed by it is 
appropriate for inclusion in a bargaining unit, and should 
not be excluded based upon her confidential duties. 
On the basis of testimony adduced at a hearing before 
the Director's designee, the Director found that the at-issue 
account clerk performs bookkeeping and payroll duties, 
including making appropriate salary deductions for health 
insurance and retirement, annuity contributions and tax 
withholdings, and makes projections for succeeding budgets 
based upon previous budgets. The testimony further 
establishes that the account clerk has provided the Board of 
Trustees and Director of the Library with cost analyses of 
budget items, including the cost of salary increases and 
benefit packages. These analyses have been limited, however, 
to the calculation of a percentage increase provided by the 
Library Director, which the account clerk has calculated for 
each Library employee based upon current salary and benefits. 
Relying upon this Board's holding in CSD of the City of 
Glen Cove, 19 PERB [^3017 (1986) , among others, the Director 
found that mere tabulation and compilation of data at the 
Library's request, as found to be the case here, does not 
justify the exclusion of the account clerk from the 
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bargaining unit sought to be represented by CSEA at this 
time.-3=/ 
Because she merely tabulates and compiles data which 
would be readily available to a public employee organization, 
we affirm the Director's decision to place the position of 
account clerk in the full-time employee bargaining unit 
established by the Director in his decision. 
IT IS ACCORDINGLY ORDERED that the Library's exceptions 
are denied, and that the decision of the Director to include 
the position of account clerk in Bargaining Unit I is 
affirmed. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
fe^g^L ^ C 
Harold R. Newman, Chairma 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Memberf 
-i/With respect to persons sought to be excluded from a 
bargaining unit as confidential, we have consistently 
required evidence of actual performance of work in a 
confidential capacity to managerial employees, and have not 
excluded persons from bargaining units on the basis of 
potential or anticipated confidential work. See, e.g., City 
of Binahamton, 12 PERB [^3099 (1979) . 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
SUBSTITUTES UNITED IN BROOME, NYSUT, AFT, 
AFL-CIO, 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. C-3378 
UNION ENDICOTT CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Employer. 
CHARLES N. RODGERS, for Petitioner 
LEASURE, GOW & MUNK, ESQS. (THOMAS P. RIZZUTO, ESQ., of 
Counsel), for Employer 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
By decision dated September 22, 1988, the Director of 
Public Employment Practices and Representation (Director) 
determined that Substitutes United in Broome, NYSUT, AFT, 
AFL-CIO (SUB) filed a timely petition seeking to represent 
the per diem substitute teachers who have received a 
reasonable assurance of continuing employment from the Union 
Endicott Central School District (District) and finding that 
these substitutes are appropriately deemed to be public 
employees pursuant to §201.7(d) of the Public Employees' Fair 
Employment Act (Act). The Director accordingly ordered that 
an election be held among the employees in the established 
unit, unless the petitioner, within 30 days of receipt of the 
Director's decision, submits evidence to satisfy the 
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requirements of §201.9(g)(1) of our Rules of Procedure 
(Rules) .-2=/ The Director further ordered that the District 
submit to him and to SUB an alphabetized list of the names 
and home addresses of employees within the unit for the 1988-
89 school year within 15 days of receipt of the Director's 
decision. 
The only exception filed by either party to the 
Director's decision is filed by SUB. SUB asserts that 
affording 15 days to the District to submit its list of the 
names of employees within the unit to it, and affording to 
SUB 3 0 days from receipt of the Director's decision to 
collect sufficient evidence of majority status to obviate the 
need for an election, reduces in fact the time period during 
which SUB will have the opportunity to collect necessary 
evidence to 15 days or less. SUB asserts that this 
timeframe, given the special circumstances of bargaining unit 
members, who do not report to the workplace everyday and are 
difficult to locate because of their substitute teacher 
status, is unreasonably short and should be extended to 45 
days from receipt of the District's list of employees. 
Under the special circumstances of this type of case, 
wherein bargaining unit members do not report to a 
1/8201. 9(g)(1) of PERB's Rules of Procedure permits, under 
certain circumstances, certification of an employee 
organization without an election where the employee 
organization produces satisfactory evidence of majority 
status within the unit determined to be appropriate. 
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centralized workplace on a regular basis, we have recognized 
the need of employee organizations to communicate with 
regular per diem substitute teachers by mail. In recognition 
of the particular logistical problem associated with this 
type of bargaining unit, we have previously held-2-/ that a 
reasonable period of time should be afforded to employee 
organizations to contact unit members for the purpose of 
obtaining evidence of majority status. We find that a period 
of potentially less than 15 days (taking into account the 
possibility of mailing of the District's list) within which 
to prepare and issue a mailing to bargaining unit members, 
receive a response, and submit that response to the Director 
may not effectuate the purpose of providing a timeframe 
within which these actions may reasonably be performed. We 
accordingly find that the application of SUB should be 
granted in part, and that SUB should have a period of 30 days 
following receipt from the District of an alphabetized list 
of the names and home addresses of all employees within the 
unit as described for the 1988-89 school year. If the 
District has already submitted such a list, SUB shall be 
afforded a period of 30 days from receipt of this decision to 
satisfy the requirements of §201.9(g)(1) of the Rules. 
•2/see, e.g. . Bethpacre UFSD, 15 PERB }[4040, aff'd, 15 PERB 
5[3094 (1982); Levitt own UFSD, 15 PERB J4039, aff'd, 15 PERB 
5[3095 (1982) . 
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IT IS, THEREFORE, ORDERED that an election by secret 
ballot be held under the Director's supervision among the 
employees in the following unit unless the petitioner submits 
to the Director within 3 0 days of receipt of this decision, 
or (if it has not already received it) within 30 days of 
receipt of an alphabetized list of the names and home 
addresses of all employees within the unit as described for 
the 1988-89 school year from the District evidence to satisfy 
the requirements of §201.9(g)(1) of the Rules: 
Included: All per diem substitute teachers who have 
received a reasonable assurance of continuing 
employment as referenced in Civil Service Law 
§201.7(d) . 
Excluded: All other employees. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, if it has not already done 
so, the District shall submit to the Director and to SUB 
within fifteen (15) days from the date of its receipt of this 
decision an alphabetized list of the names and home addresses 
of all employees within the unit as described for the 1988-89 
school year. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Membaftr 
11851 
#2H-12/6/88 
STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
SUBSTITUTES UNITED IN BROOME, NYSUT, AFT, 
AFL-CIO, 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. C-3379 
BINGHAMTON CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Employer. 
CHARLES N. RODGERS, for Petitioner 
COUGHLIN & GERHART, ESQS. (FRED W. MILLER, ESQ., of 
Counsel), for Employer 
BOARD DECISION AND ORDER 
On the basis of our findings and holdings in Union 
Endicott Central School District, (Case No. C-3378), 
decided simultaneously herewith^/, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED 
that an election by secret ballot be held under the 
Director's supervision among the employees in the following 
unit unless the petitioner submits to the Director within 
30 days of receipt of this decision, or (if it has not 
already received it) within 30 days of receipt of an 
alphabetized list of the names and home addresses of all 
employees within the unit as described for the 1988-89 
i/with the exception of the employer, this case, including 
its facts and claims, is identical to the case in C-3378. It 
is accordingly decided per curiam. 
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school year from the District evidence to satisfy the 
requirements of §201.9(g)(1) of the Rules: 
Included: All per diem substitute teachers who have 
received a reasonable assurance of 
continuing employment as referenced in Civil 
Service Law §201.7(d). 
Excluded: All other employees. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that, if it has not already done 
so, the District shall submit to the Director and to the 
Substitutes United in Broome within fifteen (15) days from 
the date of its receipt of this decision an alphabetized 
list of the names and home addresses of all employees 
within the unit as described for the 1988-89 school year. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of the Impasse Between 
BRIDGE AND TUNNEL OFFICERS BENEVOLENT 
ASSOCIATION, 
-and-
CERTIFICATION 
CASE NO. TIA88-18; 
M87-455 
TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE AND TUNNEL 
AUTHORITY. 
In accordance with the provisions of §209.5(a) of the 
Public Employees' Fair Employment Act (Act) and based upon an 
investigation conducted under §205.15 of the Board's Rules of 
Procedure into the status of the above entitled impasse, it 
is hereby certified that a voluntary resolution of the 
contract negotiations between the Bridge and Tunnel Officers 
Benevolent Association and the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel 
Authority cannot be effected. The dispute between the 
parties is accordingly referred to the Public Arbitration 
Panel designated in accordance with the provisions of 
§209.5(a) of the Act and §205.18 of this Board's Rules of 
Procedure. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
Chairman Harold R. Newman, 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member C 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
NEW YORK STATE NURSES ASSOCIATION, 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. C-3430 
ONEIDA CITY HOSPITALS, 
Employer. 
CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE 
A representation proceeding having been conducted in the 
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in 
accordance with the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act and the 
Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a 
negotiating representative has been selected, 
Pursuant to the authority vested in the Board by the Public 
Employees' Fair Employment Act, 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the New York State Nurses 
Association has been designated and selected by a majority of the 
employees of the above-named public employer, in the unit agreed 
upon by the parties and described below, as their exclusive 
representative for the purpose of collective negotiations and the 
settlement of grievances. 
Unit: Included: All full-time, regular part-time, "contract", 
"graduate", and "charge" registered 
professional nurses who are employed as such at 
Oneida City Hospital's acute care facility on 
Genesee Street in Oneida, New York. 
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Excluded: Director of Nursing, Assistant Director of 
Nursing, Staff Development Coordinator, 
Supervising Nurses and regular Relief 
Supervising Nurses, Head Nurses, per diem 
nurses, Infection Control Nurses, Patient 
Education Co-ordinator, and all other 
employees. 
FURTHER, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public employer 
shall negotiate collectively with the New York State Nurses 
Association. The duty to negotiate collectively includes the 
mutual obligation to meet at reasonable times and confer in good 
faith with respect to wages, hours, and other terms and 
conditions of employment, or the negotiation of an agreement, or 
any question arising thereunder, and the execution of a written 
agreement incorporating any agreement reached if requested by 
either party. Such obligation does not compel either party to 
agree to a proposal or require the making of a concession. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
Harold RT Newman, Ch 
/JL^~-
airman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member/ 
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^ STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
CANASTOTA POLICE BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 
Petitioner, 
-and- CASE NO. C-3304 
VILLAGE OF CANASTOTA, 
Employer, 
-and-
CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Intervenor. 
CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE 
A representation proceeding having been conducted in the 
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in 
accordance with the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act and the 
Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a 
negotiating representative has been selected, 
Pursuant to the authority vested in the Board by the Public 
Employees' Fair Employment Act, 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the Canastota Police Benevolent 
Association has been designated and selected by a majority of the 
employees of the above-named public employer, in the unit agreed 
upon by the parties and described below, as their exclusive 
J 
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representative for the purpose of collective negotiations and the 
settlement of grievances. 
Unit: Included: All police officers. 
Excluded: The Chief of Police and all other employees. 
FURTHER, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public employer 
shall negotiate collectively with the Canastota Police Benevolent 
Association. The duty to negotiate collectively includes the 
mutual obligation to meet at reasonable times and confer in good 
faith with respect to wages, hours, and other terms and 
conditions of employment, or the negotiation of an agreement, or 
any question arising thereunder, and the execution of a written 
agreement incorporating any agreement reached if requested by 
either party. Such obligation does not compel either party to 
agree to a proposal or require the making of a concession. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member? 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
VILLAGE OF COLONIE, 
Employer/Petitioner, 
- and - CASE NO. C-3435 
TEAMSTERS, LOCAL 294, IBT, 
Intervenor. 
BOARD ORDER 
On November 3, 1988, the Director of Public Employment 
Practices and Representation issued a decision in the above 
matter finding that the petition filed by the Village of Colonie 
(employer) to decertify the Teamsters, Local 294, IBT as 
negotiating representative for certain of its employees should be 
granted for lack of opposition.^/ No exceptions have been filed 
to the decision. 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Teamsters, Local 294, IBT 
be, and it hereby is, decertified as the negotiating 
representative of the following unit of employees of the 
employer: 
Included: Class 1 Operator, Class 2 Operator, Park 
Maintenance. 
•i/ 21 PERB 54071 (1988) . 11859 
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Excluded: Foreman, Sanitation Supervisor and all other 
employees. 2/ 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
j/ fL^lA>—*iS<^\ 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
c^if 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member 
2/ The Teamsters was certified as the exclusive negotiating 
representative for this unit on January 14, 19 8 6 (19 PERB 
5[3000.02) . 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS BOARD 
In the Matter of 
SOUTHERN ADIRONDACK SUBSTITUTE TEACHER 
ALLIANCE, 
Petitioner, 
-and- - CASE NO. C-3 3 06 
LAKE GEORGE CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Employer. 
CERTIFICATION OF REPRESENTATIVE AND ORDER TO NEGOTIATE 
A representation proceeding having been conducted in the 
above matter by the Public Employment Relations Board in 
accordance with the Public Employees' Fair Employment Act and the 
Rules of Procedure of the Board, and it appearing that a 
negotiating representative has been selected, 
Pursuant to the authority vested in the Board by the Public 
Employees1 Fair Employment Act, 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that the Southern Adirondack 
Substitute Teacher Alliance has been designated and selected by a 
majority of the employees of the above-named public employer, in 
the unit agreed upon by the parties and described below, as their 
exclusive representative for the purpose of collective 
negotiations and the settlement of grievances. 
Unit: Included: All per diem substitute teachers and nurses who 
have received a reasonable assurance of 
continuing employment, as referenced in 
§2 01.7(d) of the Civil Service Law. 
Certification - C-3306 pag«e 2 
Excluded: All other employees. 
FURTHER, IT IS ORDERED that the above named public employer 
shall negotiate collectively with the Southern Adirondack 
Substitute Teacher Alliance. The duty to negotiate collectively 
includes the mutual obligation to meet at reasonable times and 
confer in good faith with respect to wages, hours, and other 
terms and conditions of employment, or the negotiation of an 
agreement, or any question arising thereunder, and the execution 
of a written agreement incorporating any agreement reached if 
requested by either party. Such obligation does not compel 
either party to agree to a proposal or require the making of a 
) concession. 
DATED: December 6, 1988 
Albany, New York 
4isu&.0.P. 4 
Harold R. Newman, Chairman 
Z. 
Walter L. Eisenberg, Member 
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